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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This case has been assigned to a new Examiner. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 7/23/07 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

3. Applicant argued that Dittia failed to disclose the use of priority data in determining which path the 
data should be routed over, or the use of demand information in determining which part the data should 
be routed over. Applicant apparently misread the citations in the previous rejection. Column 6, lines 8- 
19, clearly show the use of indicators for each type of service for each destination, which is the obtained 
priority information. 

4. Applicant argued that Dittia failed to disclose routing the information based upon an evaluation 
that considers a combination of the obtained priority information, the ascertained communication length 
for each of the plurality of other channels, and the current demand for each of the plurality of channels. 
Applicant should read column 9, line 61 through column 1 0, line 2, in light of column 6, lines 8-1 9 to find 
the priority and demand information. 

5. In regard to the Perlman reference, Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(b) 
because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without 
specifically pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the 
references. Assuming arguendo the argument did comply, Perlman still taught the use of distance 
vectors - a communication length. 

6. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the 
examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings 
of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation 
to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 
958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Perlman was a reference used to illustrate 
the commonly known distance vector routing algorithm, which is well known to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. The previously cited motivation was to promote the most efficient routing path based on Perlman, 
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column 5, lines 42-45. Further motivation can be found in one of ordinary skill's natural desire to save 
bandwidth and network resources, which is accomplished by the use of distance vector routing protocols. 
See KSR v. Teleflex. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-4, 7-9, 12, 17-18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dittia et al. (US 6,826,186) in view of Perlman et al. (US 5,243,592). 

9. Regarding claims 1 and 17, Dittia et al. discloses in a multi-node network comprising a plurality of 
distributed switching nodes (column 1, line 67-column 2, line 7, with the interconnection elements seen as 
switching nodes for selecting a path), a method implemented in at least one of the plurality of nodes for 
muting information entering the node over a first channel to one of a plurality of other channels, or out of 
the node over a first channel from one of a plurality of other channels (column 2, lines 27-31 , with routing 
over multiple paths is seen as routing in a node from a first channel to one of a plurality of other channels 
or from a plurality of other channels to a first channel and Figure 3B, with multiple paths entering a node 
and multiple paths leaving a node, and the system is responsible for routing to and from these paths), the 
method comprising: obtaining priority information for the information (column 6, lines 8-19, with the 
distribution of information routing is determined on service type, which can comprise a service priority, 
seen as obtaining a priority from the information to be routed); determining a current demand for each of 
the plurality of other channels (column 9, line 61 -column 10, line 2, where each destination has a specific 
output buffer, and the buffer length is used in routing determination, seen as determining a current 
demand for the output channel); and routing the information entering at the first channel to one of the 
other channels based upon an evaluation that considers a combination of the obtained priority 
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information, and the current demand for each of the plurality of other channels (column 9, line 61 -column 
10, line 7, with the device placing certain priority data into a specific output buffer, and the buffer lengths 
are also used to determine routing destinations, seen as using a combination of current demand for the 
channel and priority information to determine routing destinations). 

10. Dittia et al. does not disclose ascertaining a remaining communication length forthe information 
for each of the plurality of other channels and then using that information is combination with the other 
information to determine routing. The general concept of determining path length and using that to 
determine routing is well known in the art as illustrated by Perlman et al. Perlman et al. describes a 
system that uses distance vectors to provide routers with information regarding communication lengths, 
and then routing information using this distance determination (column 5, line 55-column 6, line 1, with 
the routers determining communication lengths for distances from source and destination and then using 
that information to route information on the most efficient path). 

11. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify 
Dittia et at. with using communication length determination and then using that factor to assist with routing 
the information as taught by Perlman et al. in order to incorporate the commonly used distance vector 
routing algorithm as to make the most efficient routing path determination as noted in Perlman et al.'s 
disclosure in column 5, lines 42-45. 

12. Regarding claims 2 and 18, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described 
above, with Dittia et al. further teaching the method of claim 1 or claim 17 further comprising determining 
a demand for channels coupled to remote nodes between a current node and a destination node and 
utilizing this information in determining a channel over which to route the information (column 9, line 61- 
column 10, line 7, with the device placing certain output data into a specific output buffer, and the buffer 
lengths are also used to determine routing destinations, seen as using current demand for the channel 
from the current node to remote nodes to determine routing output channels). 

13. Regarding claim 3, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above, 
with Dittia et al. further teaching the method of claim 1 further comprising obtaining a destination node 
from a header portion of the information (column 8, lines 15-20, with routing path information being 
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included in the header portion of the data, and then used to determine the route, seen as including a next 
destination node in a header portion of the information). 

14. Regarding claim 4, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above, 
however Dittia et al. does not disclose ascertaining a quantifiable identification of a number of 
intermediate nodes that the information will traverse before reaching its destination as part of the 
ascertaining remaining communication length step. The general concept of determining a number of 
intermediate nodes before a destination node and then use this information for routing purposes is well 
known in the art as illustrated by Perlman et al. Perlman et al. describes a system that uses distance 
vectors to provide routers with information regarding communication lengths, and then routing information 
using this distance determination (column 5, line 55-column 6, line 1, with the routers determining 
communication lengths for distances from source and destination and then using that information to route 
information on the most efficient path). Perlman et al. describes a distance vector and shows that it 
includes the number if intermediate nodes before a destination node (Figure 2a). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Dittia et al. with using 
communication length determination with quantifiable numbers of intermediate nodes and then using that 
factor to assist with routing the information as taught by Perlman et al. in order to incorporate the 
commonly used distance vector routing algorithm as to make the most efficient routing path determination 
as noted in Perlman et al.'s disclosure in column 5, lines 42-45. 

15. ' Regarding claim 7, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above, 
however Dittia et al. does not disclose receiving and evaluating information from other nodes on the 
network as part of the ascertaining remaining communication length step. The general concept of 
receiving information from other nodes on the network and then using this information for routing 
purposes is well known in the art as illustrated by Perlman et al. Perlman et al. describes a system that 
uses distance vectors to provide routers with information regarding communication lengths, and then 
routing information using this distance determination (column 5, line 55- column 6, line 1, with the routers 
determining communication lengths for distances from source and destination and then using that 
information to route information on the most efficient path). Perlman et al. describes a distance vector is 
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sent around the network nodes to build the network's neighbor list (column 5, lines 55-59, with the 
distance vector being passed around from node to node to build the neighbor list in order to more 
efficiently route). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dittia et al. with receiving information passed from other nodes to assist with routing the 
information as taught by Perlman et al. in order to incorporate the commonly used distance vector routing 
algorithm as to make the most efficient routing path determination as noted in Perlman et al.'s disclosure 
in column 5, lines 42-45. 

Regarding claim 8, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above, however 
Dittia et al. does not disclose ascertaining the remaining communication length based on a priori 
information. The general concept of evaluating a priori knowledge to determine communication lengths is 
well known in the art as illustrated by Perlman et al. Perlman et al. describes a system that uses distance 
vectors to provide routers with information regarding communication lengths, and then routing information 
using this distance determination (column 5, line 55-column 6, line 1, with the routers determining 
communication lengths for distances from source and destination and then using that information to route 
information on the most efficient path). Perlman et al. describes a distance vector is sent around the 
network nodes to build the network's neighbor list (column 5, lines 55-59, with the distance vector being 
passed around from node to node to build the neighbor list in order to more efficiently route). Each router 
has no knowledge of the nodes passed the immediate neighboring nodes until a distance vector is 
passed to it (column 5, lines 49-55). This is seen as using a priori knowledge to determine communication 
lengths since a router receives knowledge of the network topology upon receipt of the distance vectors 
and this information comprises communication lengths. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to modify Dittia et al. with receiving a priori knowledge passed from other 
nodes to assist with routing the information as taught by Perlman et al. in order to incorporate the 
commonly used distance vector routing algorithm as to make the most efficient routing path determination 
as noted in Perlman et al.'s disclosure in column 5, lines 42-45. 

16. Regarding claim 9, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above, 
with Dittia et al. further teaching the method of claim 1 wherein the determining the current demand for 
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each of the plurality of other channels comprises evaluating a state of an output queue for each of the 
other channels (column 9, line 61- column 10, line 7, With the device placing certain output data into a 
specific output buffer, and the buffer lengths are also used to determine routing destinations, seen as 
using current demand for the channel based on the output queue state for determining the demand for 
each of the other channels). 

17. Regarding claim 12, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above, 
with Dittia et al. further teaching the method of claim 1, wherein the information is embodied in a packet 
(column 2, lines 28-31, where the system is used for routing packets). 

18. Regarding claim 21, Dittia et al. discloses a node for routing information entering the node over a 
first channel to one of a plurality of other channels in a multi-node network (column 2, lines 27-31 , with 
routing over multiple paths is seen as routing in a node from a first channel to one of a plurality of other 
channels) comprising a plurality of distributed switching nodes (column 1, line 67-column 2, line 7, with 
the interconnection elements seen as switching nodes for selecting a path), the node comprising: logic 
configured to obtain priority information for the information (column 6, lines 8-19, with the distribution of 
information routing is determined on service type, which can comprise a service priority, seen as 
obtaining a priority from the information to be routed); logic configured to determine a current demand for 
each of the plurality of other channels (column 9, line 61 -column 10, line 2, where each destination has a 
specific output buffer, and the buffer length is used in routing determination, seen as determining a 
current demand for the output channel); and logic configured to route the information entering at the first 
channel to one of the other channels based upon an evaluation that considers a combination of the 
obtained priority information, and the current demand for each of the plurality of other channels (column 
9, line 61 -column 10, line 7, with the device placing certain priority data into a specific output buffer, and 
the buffer lengths are also used to determine routing destinations, seen as using a combination of current 
demand for the channel and priority information to determine routing destinations). 

19. Dittia et al. does not disclose logic configured to ascertain a remaining communication length for 
the information for each of the plurality of other channels and then using that information is combination 
with the other information to determine routing. The general concept of determining path length and using 
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that to determine routing is well known in the art as illustrated by Perlman et al. Perlman et al. describes a 
system that uses distance vectors to provide routers with information regarding communication lengths, 
and then routing information using this distance determination (column 5, line 55- column 6, line 1, with 
the routers determining communication lengths for distances from source and destination and then using 
that information to route information on the most efficient path). 

20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify 
Dittia et al. with using communication length determination and then using that factor to assist with routing 
the information as taught by Pedman et al. in order to incorporate the commonly used distance vector 
routing algorithm as to make the most efficient routing path determination as noted in Perlman et al.'s 
disclosure in column 5, lines 42-45. 

21. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dittia etal. (US 
6,826,186) in view of Perlman et al. (US 5,243,592) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Gross et al. (US 6,765,905). 

22. Regarding claim 5, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above 
except for retrieving priority information from the header portion of the information. The general concept of 
retrieving priority information from a header portion of information to determine routing priority is well 
known in the art as illustrated by Gross et al. Gross et al. describes a routing system where the routes are 
determined based on priority retrieved from the header portion (column 1, lines 28-32 and lines 42- 44, 
where each queue is setup based on priority information retrieved from the header). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. 
with retrieving priority information from the header of information as taught by Gross et al. in order to 
create less routing delay in priority packets, thus increasing the quality of service as noted in Gross et 
al.'s disclosure in column 1, lines 45-52. 

23. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dittia et al. (US 
6,826,186) in view of Perlman et al. (US 5,243,592) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Knappe (US 6,922,396). 
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24. Regarding claim 6, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach ail of the limitations as described above 
except for retrieving priority information by evaluating the payload portion of the information. The general 
concept of evaluating priority information by examining the payload portion of information is well known in 
the art as illustrated by Knappe. Knappe describes a routing system where congestion control is 
optimized and priority packets are determined by examining the type of information represented by data 
in the packet (column 9, lines 1-5, where priority depends on the type of data in the data portion of the 
packet, seen as the payload portion). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. with retrieving priority information from the 
payload portion as taught by Knappe in order to improve congestion control for certain types of data 
streams, such as voice, as noted in Knappe's disclosure in column 2, lines 34-40. 

25. Claims 10-11, 19-20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dittia et al. (US 6,826,186) in view of Perlman etal. (US 5,243,592) as applied to claims 1,17, and 21 
above, and further in view of Raciborski et al. (US 6,658,000). 

26. Regarding claims 10-11, 19-20, and 22, Dittia etal. and Perlman etal. teach all of the limitations 
as described above except for using a balanced weighting of the routing factors of priority, length, and 
demand as required by claims 10, 19, and 22, or using a unbalanced weighting of the routing factors of 
priority, length, and demand as required by claims 1 1 and 20. The general concept of using a balanced of 
an unbalanced weighting of routing factors is well known in the art as illustrated by Raciborski et al. 
Raciborski et al. describes a system where the routing of content over multiple data paths is determined 
by a multitude of network diagnostics (column 1, lines 50-52 and column 20, lines 35-40, where routing is 
performed from a client to a server, seen as a source and a destination, over a plurality of paths using a 
list of factors). Raciborski et al. teaches that these factors used in determining the route can be balanced 
equally together or unbalanced together (column 22, lines 52-59 and column 23; lines 14-18, where the 
methodologies to determine routing are weighted differently to alter the result returned). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Dittia et al. and Perlman 
et al. with using an unbalanced or balanced weighting of routing factors to determine the route from a 
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source to a destination as taught by Raciborski et al. in order to stream large content objects of data by 
determining optimal routing paths as noted in Raciborski et al.'s disclosure in column 1, lines 29-31 

27. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dittia et al. (US 
6,826,186) in view of Perlman et al. (US 5,243,592) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
"Wormhole Routing Techniques for Directly Connected Multicomputer Systems" (Mohapatra). 
Regarding claims 13-16, Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. teach all of the limitations as described above 
except for routing information when the information is embodied in a flit as required by claim 13, a 
plurality of flits which collectively comprise a information packet as required by claim 14, where the routing 
is performed on a per- flit basis as required by claim 15, or where the routing is performed on a first flit, 
and the remaining flits in a packet follow the same channel selected as required by claim 16. The general 
concept of routing flits in this way is well known in the art as illustrated by Mohapatra. Mohapatra 
describes wormhole routing. Wormhole routing is performed on networks using flits, which comprise an 
entire packet (page 380, first column, lines 24- 27). The first flit received contains the headerinformation 
so it is routed first, and the other flits follow the header flit over the same path (page 380, first column, 
lines 28-36, where the header flit is routed using the router information, and the others are routed in the 
same path, seen as routing on a per-flit basis and having the remaining flits follow in the same channel as 
the first flit). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify 
Dittia et al. and Perlman et al. with using flit routing and wormhole routing techniques as taught by 
Mohapatra in order to create a more efficient data flow by using the pipelined technique as noted in 
Mohapatra's disclosure on page 380, second column, lines 11-18. 

Conclusion 

28. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Anerousis et al. US 6,760,775 B1 

Linetal. US 2003/006581 1 A1 

29. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3921 . The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jason Cardone can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. s<7s? 




^ason Cardone 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2145 
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